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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is responsive to communication filed February 13, 2008. Tliere 
are no current amendments to tine claims. Claims 1-24 remain pending in this 
application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-5, 7, 9-14, 16-22 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Dutta et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0103914 A1) 
('Dutta'). 

With respect to claims 1 , 9 and 17, Dutta teaches: 

accessing said web page comprising content (paragraphs 33, 35 and 134; step 
610 in Fig. 6); 

processing the web page through a filter wherein the filter transfers the content of 
the web page to an analyzer (paragraphs 133 -135); 

analyzing the content of the web page at said analyzer, wherein said analyzing is 
distinct from said processing (paragraphs 126-128 and 135); 

returning a result of said analyzing to a server (paragraphs 127 and 135); 
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appending tlie result of said analyzing to the content of said web page 
(paragraph 137); and 

displaying said web page and said result (paragraphs 135 and 137). 

With respect to claims 2, 10 and 18, Dutta teaches wherein said accessing said 
web page comprising content is performed by an application server operating on a first 
computing system (paragraphs 19 and 35-36). 

With respect to claim 3, Dutta teaches wherein said filter is a function of the 
application server (paragraphs 19 and 35), wherein said filter is selectively activated by 
a webpage development tool accessible to said first computing system (paragraphs 
133-135). 

With respect to claims 4, 12 and 20, Dutta teaches wherein said server and said 
filter operate in said first computing system (paragraph 134). 

With respect to claims 5, 14 and 22, Dutta teaches wherein said analyzer 
operates on a second computing system that is communicatively coupled with said first 
computing system (Figures 1A and IB, paragraphs 19, 34 and 37). 
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With respect to claims 7, 16 and 24, Dutta teaclies wlierein said filter transfers 
content of the web page to the analyzer in a hypertext mark-up language (HTML) format 
(paragraph 33). 

With respect to claims 1 1 and 19, Dutta teaches wherein said filter is a function 
of the application server (paragraphs 19 and 35). 

With respect to claims 13 and 21 , Dutta teaches wherein said request for said 
web page is generated by a browser operating on said first computing system 
(paragraph 35). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 6, 8, 15 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dutta et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0103914 A1) 
('Dutta') in view of Markel et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0156799 Al) 

('Markel'). 

With respect to claims 6, 15 and 23, Dutta teaches claims 1 , 9 and 17. 
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Dutta does not teach wherein said analyzer analyzes said content of said web 
page for compliance with federal law. 

Markel teaches a system and method for verifying and correcting websites (see 
abstract), in which he teaches wherein said analyzer analyzes said content of said web 
page for compliance with federal law (paragraph 74). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Dutta by the teaching of Markel because 
wherein said analyzer analyzes said content of said web page for compliance with 
federal law would enable website providers to diagnose, evaluate, report, and retrofit 
code violations existing in websites to meet both in-house and industry design 
standards (Markel, paragraph 52). 

With respect to claim 8, Dutta as modified teaches wherein said content of said 
web page is secure (paragraph 107). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed February 13, 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Dutta does not teach processing content 
before analysis, and that the personalized accessibility evaluation provider 530 does not 
process content. Examiner disagrees. Dutta teaches that a personalized accessibility 
evaluation provider 530 receives input, forwards it to a search engine 540, receives the 
web page from the search engine, and then passes the content to an evaluator 550 
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(paragraph 133-135); these steps represent processing. Applicant argues that these 
steps do not represent processing. However, the Applicant has not provided a specific 
definition or description of what is meant by processing. Claim 1 recites, in part, 
"processing the web page through a filter, wherein the filter transfers the content of the 
web page to an analyzer". Therefore, the only explicit processing function that must 
occur is the transfer of content to an analyzer. It is clear that the personalized 
accessibility evaluation provider 530 transfers the content to content evaluator 550 
(paragraph 135, first sentence). The content is then evaluated (analyzed) by the 
content evaluator 550, thus the processing occurs before the analyzing. 
6. Applicant also argues that Dutta fails to teach "wherein said filter is selectively 
activated by a webpage development tool accessible to said first computing system" 
because the filter is not selectively activated. Examiner disagrees. Dutta teaches that 
filtering is activated by a personalized accessibility evaluation provider (webpage 
development tool) (paragraphs 19 and 133). The specification defines a webpage 
development tool as any tool used on a "computing system to construct, modify, 
evaluate, enhance, reduce, or otherwise manipulate content on a web page." The 
personalized accessibility evaluation provider may be used to modify web page content 
(paragraph 145). Furthermore, the personalized accessibility evaluation provider is 
activated when a user requests a web page. Therefore, the personalized accessibility 
evaluation provider is in fact selectively activated, i.e., when it receives input. The 
limitations of "filtering in some cases and not filtering in others" is not stated the claims. 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of tine extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alicia M. Lewis whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5599. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9 - 6:30, alternate 
Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on 571-272-4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Alicia M Lewis/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2164 
May 14, 2008 

/Charles Rones/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2164 



